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Response to Amendment 

1 . Applicant's amendment was received on 2/2/06, and has been entered and made 
of record. Currently, claims 1-18, in addition to newly added claims 19-24, are pending. 



Response to Arguments 

2. Applicant's arguments filed 2/2/06, with respect to the rejection of claims 1 -1 8, 
cited in the Office Action dated 11/2/05 as being anticipated by Sasaki (U.S. Patent 
Application Publication 2004/0105016), have been fully considered but they are not 
persuasive. 

In response to the arguments regarding the rejection of claim 1 , applicant argues 
on pages 10-1 1 that Sasaki fails to teach of sequentially dividing image data into small 
blocks of image data, each having a data volume according to the characteristics of an 
image process to be performed. The examiner agrees that claim 27 and figure 3 do not 
specifically indicate a data volume in relation to the characteristics of the image process 
to be performed. However, upon further inspection, the examiner notes that the RPU 
(real-time processing unit ) in figure 3 performs processing on a single pixel block in 
element 41 and performs multi-line block processing in relation to element 42 which is 
further explained in paragraph 140, lines 15-24. Therefore, one of ordinary skill in the art 
can recognize the system of Sasaki does teach image data is divided in blocks with a 
data volume according to their respective processing modules. 
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Therefore, the rejection of independent claim 1 cited in the Office action dated 
1 1/2/05, under 35 U.S.C 102(e), as being anticipated by Sasaki, is maintained in this 
Office Action. 

Specification 

3. The title of the invention is not descriptive. A new title is required that is clearly 
indicative of the invention to which the claims are directed. The following title is 
suggested: Sequential Segmentation of Image Data into Blocks in Accordance with 
Image Processing to be Performed. 

Claim Rejections - 35 USC § 102 

The following is a quotation of the appropriate paragraphs of 35 U.S.C. 102 that form 
the basis for the rejections under this section made in this Office action: 
A person shall be entitled to a patent unless - 

(e) the invention was described in (1) an application for patent, published under section 122(b), by 
another filed in the United States before the invention by the applicant for patent or (2) a patent 
granted on an application for patent by another filed in the United States before the invention by the 
applicant for patent, except that an international application filed under the treaty defined in section 
351 (a) shall have the effects for purposes of this subsection of an application filed in the United States 
only if the international application designated the United States and was published under Article 21(2) 
of such treaty in the English language. 

4. Claims 1 and 3 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 102(e) as being anticipated by 
Sasaki (U.S. Patent Application Publication 2004/0105016 A1). 

Regarding claim 1 , Sasaki discloses a method of processing images, wherein 
inputted image data is subjected to image processes and the processed image 
data is outputted, comprising the steps of sequentially dividing inputted image 
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data into small blocks of image data, each having a data volume according to the 
characteristics of an image process be performed, sequentially performing an 
image process on said small blocks of image data sequentially obtain small 
blocks of processed image data (the RPU in figure 3 performs a first processing on a 
single pixel block in element 41 and performs subsequent processing of multi-line 
blocks in relation to element 42 which is further explained in paragraph 140, lines 15- 
24), and sequentially outputting said small blocks of processed image data to an 
output destination (fig 2 and paragraph 4). 

Regarding claim 3 , Sasaki discloses the limitations of claim 1 as stated above 
and further teaches said inputted image data is cached, and said cached inputted 
imaged data is divided into the small blocks of image data (fig 2, element 29a and 
23: RPU performs segmenting according to processing). 

Claim Rejections - 35 USC § 103 

The following is a quotation of 35 U.S.C. 103(a) which forms the basis for all 
obviousness rejections set forth in this Office action: 

(a) A patent may not be obtained though the invention is not identically disclosed or described as set 
forth in section 102 of this title, if the differences between the subject matter sought to be patented and 
the prior art are such that the subject matter as a whole would have been obvious at the time the 
invention was made to a person having ordinary skill in the art to which said subject matter pertains. 
Patentability shall not be negatived by the manner in which the invention was made. 

5. Claim 2 is rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103 (a) as being unpatentable over Sasaki in 
view of Yokoyama (U.S. Patent 5,381,163). 

Sasaki discloses the method above in claim 1. 
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Sasaki does not disclose expressly said inputted image data is divided into 
said small blocks of data in accordance with the access characteristics of said 
inputted image data. 

Yokoyama discloses said inputted image data is divided into said small 
blocks of data in accordance with the access characteristics of said inputted 
image data (see abstract). 

Sasaki and Yokoyama are combinable because they are from the same field of 
endeavor namely image processing. At the time of the invention it would have been 
obvious to a person of ordinary skill in the art to have Sasaki's method include dividing 
the image data into blocks according to the characteristics of the inputted image data, 
as taught by Yokoyama. The suggestion or motivation for doing so would have been 
that Sasaki's system could divide the image data into segments while maintaining the 
functionality of the original input data. Therefore, it would have been obvious to combine 
the teachings of Yokoyama with the method of Sasaki to obtain the invention in claim 2. 

6. Claim 4 is rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103 (a) as being unpatentable over Sasaki in 
view of Shiraiwa (U.S. Patent Application Publication 2005/0162695 A1). 

Sasaki discloses the method above in claim 1 and said processed small blocks 
of image data are sequentially cached (see Fig. 2). 

Sasaki does not disclose expressly and output data is outputted from said 
cached small blocks of processed image data, according to the characteristics of 
the output destination. 
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Shiraiwa discloses and output data is outputted from said cached small 
blocks of processed image data, according to the characteristics of the output 
destination (paragraph 30). 

Sasaki and Shiraiwa are combinable because they are from the same field of 
endeavor namely image processing. At the time of the invention it would have been 
obvious to a person of ordinary skill in the art to have Sasaki's method include 
outputting the processed data according to the characteristics of the output location, as 
taught by Yokoyama. The suggestion or motivation for doing so would have been that 
Sasaki' system could send the image data in a compatible format with the output 
destination. Therefore, it would have been obvious to combine the teachings of Shiraiwa 
with the method of Sasaki to obtain the invention in claim 4. 

7. Claim 5 is rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103 (a) as being unpatentable over Sasaki in 
view of Ohta (U.S. Patent Application Publication 2002/0051230 A1), and further in view 
of Redd et al. (U.S. Patent Application Publication 2005/0190400 A1). 
Sasaki discloses the method above in claim 1. 

Sasaki does not disclose expressly wherein the image processes are 
performed in accordance with the characteristics of the inputted image data. 

Ohta discloses wherein the image processes are performed in accordance 
with the characteristics of the inputted image data (see abstract and paragraph 41). 

Sasaki and Ohta are combinable because they are from the same field of 
endeavor namely image processing. At the time of the invention it would have been 
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obvious to a person of ordinary skill in the art to have Sasaki's method include image 
processing according to the characteristics of the inputted data, as taught by Ohta. The 
suggestion or motivation for doing so would have been that Sasaki' system could 
provide flexibility in processing a wide variety of image data types. Therefore, it would 
have been obvious to combine the teachings of Ohta with the method of Sasaki to 
obtain the invention in claim 4. 

Continuing, Sasaki and Ohta both fail to expressly disclose and/or the 
characteristics of the output destination. 

Redd discloses and/or the characteristics of the output destination 
(paragraph 100). 

Sasaki, Ohta, and Redd are combinable because they are from the same field of 
endeavor namely image processing. At the time of the invention it would have been 
obvious to a person of ordinary skill in the art to have Sasaki and Ohta's method include 
image processing according to the characteristics of the inputted data, as taught by 
Redd. The suggestion or motivation for doing so would have been that Sasaki and 
Ohta's method would have flexibility in processing image data to a variety of output 
destinations. Therefore, it would have been obvious to combine the teachings of Redd 
with the method of Sasaki and Ohta to obtain the invention in claim 5. 

8. Claim 6 is rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103 (a) as being unpatentable over Sasaki in 
view of Redd. 

Sasaki discloses the method above in claim 1. 
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Sasaki does not disclose expressly a determination is made as to whether not 
the image process dependent on the output destination is valid or not, based on 
the characteristics of the input destination of the inputted image data and the 
output characteristics of the output destination, and for cases in which it is 
determined that the image process dependent on the output destination is valid, 
the processing dependent on said output destination is substituted for the 
aforementioned processing. 

Redd discloses a determination is made as to whether not the image 
process dependent on the output destination is valid or not, based on the 
characteristics of the input destination of the inputted image data and the output 
characteristics of the output destination, and for cases in which it is determined 
that the image process dependent on the output destination is valid, the 
processing dependent on said output destination is substituted for the 
aforementioned processing (paragraph 100). 

Sasaki and Redd are combinable because they are from the same field of 
endeavor namely image processing. At the time of the invention it would have been 
obvious to a person of ordinary skill in the art to have Sasaki's method include 
determining if the image process is compatible with the output and subsequently using 
the image process that is compatible with the output, as taught by Redd. The 
suggestion or motivation for doing so would have been that Sasaki' system could send 
the image data in a compatible format with the output destination. Therefore, it would 
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have been obvious to combine the teachings of Redd with the method of Sasaki to 
obtain the invention in claim 6. 

9. Claims 7 through 12 recite identical features as claims 1 through 6, respectively, 
except claims 7-12 are apparatus claims. Thus arguments similar to that presented 
above for claims 1-6 are equally applicable to claims 7-12. 

10. Claims 13 through 18 recite identical features as claims 1 through 6 except 
claims 13-18 are computer readable medium claims. Thus, arguments similar to that 
presented above for claims 1-6 are equally applicable to claims 13-18 because without 
a computer readable medium to store a program that makes it possible for the systems 
to operate (the systems taught by Sasaki, Ohta, Yokoyama, Shiraiwa, and Redd), the 
rejections for claims 1-6 could not function. 

11. Claim(s) 19, 20, 21 is/are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103 (a) as being 
unpatentable over Sasaki in view of Anderson etal. (U.S. Patent 4,661,987). 

Regarding claim 19 . Sasaki discloses the dependency of claim 1 , as stated 
above, but does not disclose expressly wherein the step of sequentially dividing the 
inputted image data into small blocks of image data comprises receiving the 
inputted image data line by line at a first memory and the step of sequentially 
performing the image process comprises: first processing a1 lines of the inputted 
image data to generate first data when b lines of image data have been received 
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at the first memory, b being greater than a1 ; storing the first data in a second 
memory; and second processing a2 lines of the first data stored in the second 
memory. 

However, Anderson discloses wherein the step of sequentially dividing the 
inputted image data into small blocks of image data comprises receiving the 
inputted image data line by line at a first memory and the step of sequentially 
performing the image process comprises: first processing a1 lines of the inputted 
image data to generate first data when b lines of image data have been received 
at the first memory, b being greater than a1; storing the first data in a second 
memory; and second processing a2 lines of the first data stored in the second 
memory (abstract, col 3 lines 27-62, and fig 1). 

Sasaki and Anderson are combinable because they are from the same field of 
endeavor namely image processing. At the time of the invention it would have been 
obvious to a person of ordinary skill in the art to have Sasaki's system include 
sequentially processing portions of image data using cascading memories, as taught by 
Anderson. The suggestion or motivation for doing so would have been that Sasaki's 
system could process image data in a sequential fashion so as to improve speed. 
Therefore, it would have been obvious to combine the teachings of Anderson with the 
system of Sasaki to obtain the invention in claim 19. 
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Regarding claim 20 . Sasaki and Anderson disclose the dependency of claim 19, 
as stated above, but Sasaki does not disclose expressly wherein the first processing 
is x direction enlargement and the second processing is y direction enlargement. 

However, Anderson discloses wherein the first processing is x direction 
enlargement and the second processing is y direction enlargement (col 3 lines 51- 
53, fig 5C, and fig 1 elements 45 and 49). 

Sasaki and Anderson are combinable because they are from the same field of 
endeavor namely image processing. At the time of the invention it would have been 
obvious to a person of ordinary skill in the art to have Sasaki's system include a first 
processing in a horizontal direction and a second process in a vertical direction, as 
taught by Anderson. The suggestion or motivation for doing so would have been that 
Sasaki's system could process image data by using a well known enlarging technique. 
Therefore, it would have been obvious to combine the teachings of Anderson with the 
system of Sasaki to obtain the invention in claim 20. 

Regarding claim 21 , Sasaki and Anderson disclose the dependency of claim 19, 
as stated above, and Sasaki further teaches wherein the first processing is color 
space conversion and the second processing is resolution conversion (fig 3 
elements 43 and 45). 

12. Claim(s) 22, 23, and 24 is/are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103 (a) as being 
unpatentable over Anderson in view of Sasaki. 
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Regarding claim 22 . Anderson discloses a method of processing an image 
divided into a plurality of portions comprising a first portion, a second portion 
and a third portion, said method comprising the steps of: storing the first portion 
in a first memory; first processing the first portion stored in the first memory in a 
first image process to generate a processed first portion and storing the second 
portion in the first memory, the operation of first processing the first portion and 
the operation of receiving the second portion in the first memory substantially 
occurring in parallel; storing the processed first portion in a second memory; and 
second processing a portion of the processed first portion stored in the second 
memory in a second image process, first processing the second portion stored in 
the first memory in the first image process and storing the third portion in the 
thirst memory, the operation of second processing the portion of the processed 
first portion, the operation of first processing the second portion and the 
operation of storing the third portion in the first memory substantially occurring 
in parallel... (abstract, col 3 lines 27-62, and fig 1: claim 22 recites nearly identical 
limitations as claim 19, with the exception of an added third portion which is inherent to 
the system along with any number of additional successive portions to complete the 
processing of an entire image). 

Anderson does not disclose expressly... wherein each of the first portion, the 
second portion and the third portion has a corresponding image data having a 
data volume according to characteristics of at least one of the first image process 
and a second image process. 



Application/Control Number: 10/078,499 Page 13 

Art Unit: 2625 

However, Sasaki discloses ...wherein each of the first portion, the second 
portion and the third portion has a corresponding image data having a data 
volume according to characteristics of at least one of the first image process and 
a second image process (the RPU in figure 3 performs a first processing on a single 
pixel block in element 41 and performs subsequent processing of multi-line blocks in 
relation to element 42 which is further explained in paragraph 140, lines 15-24). 

Anderson and Sasaki are combinable because they are from the same field of 
endeavor namely image processing. At the time of the invention it would have been 
obvious to a person of ordinary skill in the art to have Anderson's system include 
segmentation in accordance with the processing, as taught by Sasaki. The suggestion 
or motivation for doing so would have been that Anderson's system could divide image 
data into optimum sized blocks for a particular processing function therefore improving 
speed. Therefore, it would have been obvious to combine the teachings of Sasaki with 
the system of Anderson to obtain the invention in claim 22. 

Regarding claim 23 , Anderson and Sasaki disclose the dependency of claim 22, 
as stated above, and Anderson further teaches wherein the first image process is x 
direction enlargement and the second image process is y direction enlargement 

(col 3 lines 51-53, fig 5C, and fig 1 elements 45 and 49). 



Regarding claim 24 , Anderson and Sasaki disclose the dependency of claim 22, 
as stated above, but Anderson does not disclose expressly wherein the first image 
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process is color space conversion and the second image process is resolution 
conversion. 

However, Sasaki discloses wherein the first image process is color space 
conversion and the second image process is resolution conversion (fig 3 elements 
43 and 45). 

Anderson and Sasaki are combinable because they are from the same field of 
endeavor namely image processing. At the time of the invention it would have been 
obvious to a person of ordinary skill in the art to have Anderson's system include color 
space conversion and resolution conversion, as taught by Sasaki. The suggestion or 
motivation for doing so would have been that Anderson's system could logically first 
perform a color conversion and then adjust the resolution of the color converted image. 
Therefore, it would have been obvious to combine the teachings of Sasaki with the 
system of Anderson to obtain the invention in claim 23. 

13. Claims 25 and 26 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103 (a) as being unpatentable 
over Sasaki in view of Yokoyama and further in view of Prakash et al. (U.S. Patent 
6,778,698). 

Regarding claim 25 , Sasaki and Yokoyama disclose the dependency of claim 2, 
as stated above, but Sasaki and Yokoyama do not disclose expressly wherein the 
access characteristics of said inputted image data comprises format type of 
image data. 
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However, Prakash discloses wherein the access characteristics of said 
inputted image data comprises format type of image data (col 5 lines 10-21). 

Sasaki, Yokoyama, and Prakash are combinable because they are from the 
same field of endeavor namely image processing. At the time of the invention it would 
have been obvious to a person of ordinary skill in the art to have Sasaki and 
Yokoyama's system include dividing image data in accordance the format of the image 
type, as taught by Prakash. The suggestion or motivation for doing so would have been 
that Sasaki and Yokoyama's system could flexibly and efficiently segment image data 
according to a variety of popular image formats. Therefore, it would have been obvious 
to combine the teachings of Sasaki with the system of Anderson to obtain the invention 
in claim 25. 

Regarding claim 26 , Sasaki and Yokoyama disclose the dependency of claim 2, 
as stated above, but Sasaki and Yokoyama do not disclose expressly wherein the 
access characteristics of said inputted image data comprises format type of 
image data. 

However, Prakash discloses wherein the access characteristics of said 
inputted image data comprises format type of image data (col 5 lines 10-21). 

Sasaki, Yokoyama, and Prakash are combinable because they are from the 
same field of endeavor namely image processing. At the time of the invention it would 
have been obvious to a person of ordinary skill in the art to have Sasaki and 
Yokoyama's system include dividing image data in accordance the format of the image 
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type including JPEG format, bitmap format and RAW format, as taught by Prakash. The 
suggestion or motivation for doing so would have been that Sasaki and Yokoyama's 
system could flexibly and efficiently segment image data according to a variety of 
popular image formats. Therefore, it would have been obvious to combine the teachings 
of Sasaki with the system of Anderson to obtain the invention in claim 26. 

Conclusion 

14. THIS ACTION IS MADE FINAL. Applicant is reminded of the extension of time 
policy as set forth in 37 CFR 1.136(a). 

A shortened statutory period for reply to this final action is set to expire THREE 
MONTHS from the mailing date of this action. In the event a first reply is filed within 
TWO MONTHS of the mailing date of this final action and the advisory action is not 
mailed until after the end of the THREE-MONTH shortened statutory period, then the 
shortened statutory period will expire on the date the advisory action is mailed, and any 
extension fee pursuant to 37 CFR 1.136(a) will be calculated from the mailing date of 
the advisory action. In no event, however, will the statutory period for reply expire later 
than SIX MONTHS from the mailing date of this final action. 

Any inquiry concerning this communication or earlier communications from the 
examiner should be directed to Athanasios Tom Papanikolaou whose telephone 
number is (571)272-7953. The examiner can normally be reached on 9 a.m-5 p.m.. 
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If attempts to reach the examiner by telephone are unsuccessful, the examiner's 
supervisor, Ed Coles can be reached on (571) 272-7402. The fax phone number for the 
organization where this application or proceeding is assigned is 571-273-8300. 

Information regarding the status of an application may be obtained from the 
Patent Application Information Retrieval (PAIR) system. Status information for 
published applications may be obtained from either Private PAIR or Public PAIR. 
Status information for unpublished applications is available through Private PAIR only. 
For more information about the PAIR system, see http://pair-direct.uspto.gov. Should 
you have questions on access to the Private PAIR system, contact the Electronic 
Business Center (EBC) at 866-217-9197 (toll-free). 

Athanasios Papanikolaou i&sefrt £. PokP**** 




